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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) 

) 

Plaintiff, ) DECLARATION OF ALAN A. DRESSLER 

) 

vs. ) 

) 

RAYMOND CHOW, ) 

) 

Defendant. ) 

) 

) 

I, ALAN A. DRESSLER, hereby declare as follows: 

1 . I am an attorney duly admitted to practice in the United States District 
Court for the Northern District of California. 

2. I was appointed to represent Raymond Chow in CR 92-0260 DLJ in the fall 

1999. 

3. My representation of Mr. Chow resulted in a plea agreement wherein he 
agreed to cooperate with the government. (Exhibit A) 

4. The negotiations which resulted in the plea agreement took place between 
late October or early November of 1 999 and August of 2000. The plea agreement was 
the product of numerous meetings, telephone conversations and written 
communications between myself and AUSA William Schaefer. The plea agreement in 
this case was negotiated solely between myself and AUSA Schaefer. 

5. After Mr. Chow was sentenced by Judge Jensen he was remanded to the 
custody of the Immigration and Naturalization Service. 

6. Sometime later he was released from custody and requested all of the files 
and documents in his case. He came to my office and picked up over thirty banker 
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boxes of documents. 

7. It is my habit and custom to copy and retain copies of certain documents 
when returning a file to one of my clients. I do not specifically remember doing this in Mr. 
Chow’s case but I believe I likely did so. However, any documents I might have retained 
concerning his case were part of a large shipment of closed files, which were supposed 
to be sent to my offsite storage facility, but were inadvertently shredded by the janitorial 
staff of the building where my office was located. Thus, Ido not have copies of any of 
the documents I may have copied and retained. 

8. This declaration is based upon my independent recollection of the events 
surrounding the negotiation of the plea agreement between Mr. Chow and the 
government, my review of CJA time sheets which were submitted to the Court in 
connection with my representation, and a few letters which I located in Mr. Chow’s 
computer file. 

9. On or about October 19, 1999 I received a letter from Mr. Schaefer 
containing a proffer agreement regarding a proposed meeting between myself, Mr. 
Schaefer and Mr. Chow which was to take place on October 27, 1 999. By proffer 
agreement I refer to an agreement between the government and the defendant which 
generally provides use immunity for statements made during questioning of a defendant 
by the prosecutor and/or government agents prior to the consummation of a plea 
agreement. 

1 0. I re-drafted the agreement and faxed it to Mr. Schaefer on or about 
October 26, 1999. © Please note that the date on Exhibit C indicates May 16, 2016 
which is the date this declaration was printed from my computer. However, the “last 
modified” date on the computer file of this letter indicates it was created on October 26, 

1 999. I believe the purpose for my re-draft was to eliminate the Kastigar waiver set forth 
in Mr. Schaefer’s letter. This proffer agreement was intended to only apply to the 
meeting which took place on October 27, 2010. 

11. It is my recollection that Mr. Schaefer signed this letter and a meeting took 
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place between myself, Mr. Chow and Mr. Schaefer on October 27, 1999. 

12. After the October 27, 1999 meeting, Mr. Schaefer and I discussed a 
possible plea agreement. In early December of 1 999 Mr. Schaefer presented me with a 
proffer agreement which would cover traditional debriefings in which Mr. Chow would 
answer specific questions about his past activities. This proffer agreement was rejected 
by Mr. Chow. 

1 3. Between mid-December of 1 999 and early April of 2000 Mr. Schaefer and I 
continued to engage in negotiations regarding a proffer agreement which would cover an 
actual debriefing of Mr. Chow regarding information he could provide to the government. 
During this same time period which also discussed the terms of a possible plea 
agreement. These discussions were complicated by the fact that the government 
wanted to debrief Mr. Chow about his knowledge of and involvement in a number of 
homicides which took place in the City and County of San Francisco. It was my position 
that I would not allow Mr. Chow to be debriefed or testify regarding any homicides in the 
absence of complete use immunity from both the United States and the District 
Attorney’s office for City and County of San Francisco, California. 

14. My CJA time sheets indicate that on or about April 11,2000 I received a 
proffer letter from Mr. Schaefer, that I reviewed that letter with Mr. Chow on April 1 2, 

2000 and that on April 14, 2000 Mr. Chow and I met with Mr. Schaefer and an FBI 
agent. I do not recollect the terms of that proffer agreement nor do I recollect whether 
Mr. Chow was debriefed as to any homicides at that meeting. However, I would not 
have allowed any questions concerning homicides unless that proffer agreement 
provided that any such statements (1 ) could not be used against Mr. Chow in any future 
federal prosecution(s) and (2) could not be used against him in any state or local 
prosecutions. 

1 5. On May 1 , 2000 I met with two San Francisco Deputy District Attorneys 
and members of the San Francisco Police Department’s gang task force for the purpose 
of discussing an immunity agreement for Mr. Chow regarding homicides which may have 
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taken place in the City and County of San Francisco. 

16. Between May 1 , 2000 and June 7, 2000 I continued to attempt to reach a 
plea agreement with Mr. Schaefer which took into consideration my concerns regarding 
Mr. Chow being debriefed or testifying regarding his knowledge of or involvement in 
homicides. 

17. On June 7, 2000 I had a telephone conversations with Mr. Chow regarding 
the government’s most recent draft of a proposed plea agreement. 

1 8. On June 9, 2000 I met with Mr. Schaefer at the Marin County Jail. Mr. 
Chow was present at this meeting. 

19. Between June 9, 2000 and June 26, 2000 I had additional conversations 
with Mr. Schaefer regarding the homicide issue and a possible plea agreement. 

20. On June 28, 2000 I met with Mr. Schaefer at the Marin County Jail. Mr. 
Chow was present at this meeting. 

21 . On or about July 6, 2000 I sent Mr. Schaefer a written proffer prepared by 
me, which set forth in very general terms, Mr. Chow’s knowledge regarding three 
homicides which had taken place in the City and County of San Francisco. The cover 
letter with this proffer refers to an agreement “between myself and the government” 
which I was authorized to sign. (Exhibit D) Please note that the date on Exhibit D 
indicates May 16, 2016 which is the date these documents were printed from my 
computer. However, the “last modified” date on the computer file of these documents is 
July 6, 2000. 

22. On July 10, 2000 I met with Mr. Schaefer with regard to a new draft of a 
possible plea agreement. 

23. On July 1 1 , 2000, July 17, 2000 and August 4, 2000 I again spoke with 
representatives of District Attorney of the City and County of San Francisco regarding 
the possibility of reaching an immunity agreement with that office which would protect 
Mr. Chow from state prosecution. These discussions did not produce an agreement. 

24. Between July 1 0, 2000 and August 1 0, 2000 I continued to negotiate a 
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plea agreement with Mr. Schaefer. When it became apparent that the state authorities 
would not agree to an immunity agreement regarding the homicides we reached the plea 
agreement to which he pleaded guilty on August 10, 2000. (Exhibit A) 

25. Paragraph 19. of Exhibit A was intended to and did grant federal use 
immunity to Mr. Chow for any statements he might make during subsequent debriefings 
by the U.S. Attorney’s office, including debriefings which would involve Mr. Chow’s 
knowledge of or participation in homicides. In addition, Paragraph 19 prevented the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office for the Northern District of California from providing “ . . . any evidence 
obtained from the defendant pursuant to this agreement to any other local, state, or 
federal law enforcement agency unless the agency agrees to be bound by this 
agreement.” The purpose of this language was to prevent local, state, or federal law 
enforcement agencies from making any use of Mr. Chow’s statements regarding the 
homicides against him in any future criminal proceedings that might be instigated 
against him. 

26. In addition to the promises made in the plea agreement, Mr. Schaefer also 
agreed that if Mr. Chow was required to testify at trial against any of his co-conspirators 
in the RICO case to which he pleaded guilty, the government would not ask him any 
questions regarding his knowledge or involvement in any homicides. I do not remember 
if this agreement was made orally or in writing, however, as set forth below, it was 
honored by the government when Mr. Chow testified in the case against Peter Chong. I 
felt that this agreement was necessary because if Mr. Chow testified in open court about 
his involvement in a homicide that statement would be an admission of guilt that could 
be used against him by the San Francisco District Attorney in a state prosecution. 

27. Mr. Schaefer left the U.S. Attorney’s office in the spring of 2001 . In early 
February of 2002 the government was preparing for the trial of Peter Chong. At that 
time AUSA Terry Canepa, who was the lead trial attorney for the government, advised 
me that they intended to use information Mr. Chow provided in debriefings regarding 
homicides as the basis for questions which he would be asked at Peter Chong’s trial. I 
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objected to that proposal based on the immunity agreement contained in the plea 
agreement and the separate agreement regarding the non-use of his debriefings re 
homicides at trial, agreed to by Mr. Schaefer. After a number of discussions with Ms. 
Canepa the government agreed to not to ask such questions. 

28. The record in this case reflects that Mr. Chow fully abided by the terms of 
the plea agreement and the government did not contend otherwise when he was 
sentenced by Judge Jensen on May 23,2002. 


I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 


Dated: March 16, 2012 


ls[ 

Alan A. Dressier 
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